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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks 

1 . Applicant's amendment and response received March 09*^, 2006, responding to 
the December 07*^, 2005, Office action provided in the rejections of claims 1-8. Claims 
1-8 remain pending in this application and which have been fully considered by the 
examiner. 

Applicant arguing for the claims being patentable over Hadjiyiannis (see pages 5- 
1 1 of the amendment and response) primarily based on assertions on pages 6-9, are 
not persuasive, as will be addressed under Prior Art's Arguments - Rejections section 
at item 2 and the claim rejections below. Accordingly, Applicants' arguments 
necessitated additional clarifications, in light of the rejection of the claims over prior art 
provided in the previous Office action, to further point out that Hadjiyiannis discloses as 
such claimed limitations. Thus, the rejection of the claims over prior art in the previous 
Office action is maintained in light of the necessitated additional clarifications provided 
hereon and THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Prior Art's Arguments - Rejections 

2. Applicant's arguments filed August 26, 2005, in particular on pages 2-3, have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. For example, 

(A) In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references (response, page 9, section 4, second paragraph), the examiner 
recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves 
or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 
837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, they are both concerned with the same 
field of endeavor, namely, an architecture that is modifiable by input and adapts source 
code to such input and correspondingly outputs machine language. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to integrate a high level language program together with the 
hardware limitations of a selected prototype processor as taught by Vos (page 1, lines 
45-50), thereby saving the developer from having to familiarize himself with increasingly 
complex linker/loading systems requiring dozens of specific commands in a special 
linker command language (See Vos, Page 1 , lines 40-45). 
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(B) As to claim 7, wherein Applicant argues that Vos does not teach or suggest a 
data capture device for accessing the instruction set of said target microprocessor 
(Page 6, Section 3, second paragraph), the Examiner disagrees. The main concern 
seems to be the ''...instruction set..." from the cited section of Vos, (Page 2, lines 8-14), 
wherein the software interface specifications are a instruction set. Furthermore, 
Hadjiyiannis teaches , (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Section III, Paragraph 1, line 2-11): 

"7/?e compiler bacl< end takes tlie SUIF code as well as the ISDL description as 
inputs and produces assembly code specific to, and optimized for, the target 
processor The ISDL description is also used to create an assembler (see 
Section V). The automatically generated assembler transforms the code 
produced by the compiler to a binary file" 

Therefore, Hadjiyiannis does disclose an assembler for a target microprocessor 
and thus makes use of the ISDL (instruction set description language), description file 
when generating binary files from assembly code, wherein the data from the descriptor 
file (ISDL) constrains the machine language output via constraining the assembly 
language. 

(C) Applicant's remaining arguments with respect to claims rejection have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

NOTES 

The Examiner suggests clarifying the independent claims to include the data 
transfer device 27, providing direct information to the linker in order to overcome the 
prior art of record. 
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Claim Rejections 

Claims 1-8, are pending claims, stand rejected in light of the additional 
clarifications provided and/or addressed at item 2 above, Prior Art's Arguments - 
Rejections, as claims 1 , 2, 5 and 6 are unpatentable over Hadjiyiannis, Claims 3, 4, 7 
and 8 are unpatentable over Hadjiyiannis in view of Vos. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 5 and 6 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hadjiyiannis et al, "ISDL: An Instruction Set Description Language for 
Retargetabillity", (hereinafter Hadjiyiannis). 

In regard to claim 1, Hadjiyiannis discloses: 

- "An assembler for a target microprocessor, the assembler 

comprising..." (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Section I, Paragraph C, lines 1-9), 
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wherein the ISDL and compiler (Figure 1) are included in the 
assembler 

- "... a descriptor file containing information descriptive of the instruction 
set of said target microprocessor.. / (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Section I, 
Paragraph C, lines 1-9), wherein the Architecture Synthesis System 
comprises the machine description including an instruction set 
specification and some architectural information. 

- "... a translation device for translating assembly language into machine 
language as an output; a fetching device for acquiring data from said 
descriptor file.," (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Section III, Paragraph 1, lines 2- 
11), wherein the Architecture Synthesis System transmits the ISDL 
description to the compiler. The compiler outputs machine specific 
assembly code, which is translated to machine language via the 
automatic assembler generated by the ISDL description. Thus, the 
translation device comprises the Architecture Synthesis System, the 
compiler, and the ISDL description. Furthermore, the compiler fetches 
the ISDL description from the Architecture Synthesis System. 

- "... a control device arranged to receive said data from said fetching 
device.," (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Section III, Paragraph 1, lines 5-7), 
wherein the compiler is the control device which receives fetches said 
data and constrains the data to produce code specific to the target 
processor or instruction set. 
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But Hadjiyiannis does not expressly disclose "...and said machine language 
from said translation device, and operable to constrain the machine language to 
conform to the architecture of said instruction set." Instead Hadjiyiannis teaches 
receiving specific details of the instruction set and constraining the assembly language, 
thereby constraining the machine language as well, to the architecture of said 
instruction set. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to 
constrain the machine language to conform to the architecture of said instruction set, 
instead of restraining the assembly language to conform to the architecture, and thereby 
restraining the machine language, as the two methods produce the same result. 

In regard to claim 2, IHadjiyiannis discloses: 

- "... wherein the descriptor file further comprises syntax information for 
each instruction..." (E.g., see Section III, Paragraph 4), wherein the 
six sections of the ISDL are listed and later further described along 
with their syntax definitions. 

- "... the control device translated each instruction on the basis of said 
syntax information." (E.g., see Section I, Paragraph C, lines 1-6), 
wherein the machine description contains the syntax information and 
the code generator produces code based on that information. 

In regard to claim 5, IHadjiyiannis discloses: 

- - "... providing a descriptor file containing information descriptive of the 
instruction set of said target microprocessor..." (E.g., see Fig. 1 & 
Section I, Paragraph C, lines 1-9), wherein the Architecture Synthesis 
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System comprises the machine description including an instruction set 
specification and some architectural information. 

- "... translating assembly language instructions into machine language 
wherein the translation step comprises acquiring data from said 
descriptor file,." (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Section III, Paragraph 1, lines 2- 

1 1 ), wherein the Architecture Synthesis System transmits the ISDL 
description to the compiler. The compiler outputs machine specific 
assembly code, which is translated to machine language via the 
automatic assembler generated by the ISDL description. Thus, the 
translation device comprises the Architecture Synthesis System, the 
compiler, and the ISDL description. Furthermore, the compiler fetches 
the ISDL description from the Architecture Synthesis System. 

- "...constraining the machine language to conform to the architecture of 
said instruction set." 

- "... constraining the machine language to conform to the architecture of 
said instruction set.." (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Section III, Paragraph 2), 
wherein Hadjiyiannis teaches that "The compiler can therefore avoid 
generating invalid instructions by ensuring that each instruction meets 
these constraints". 

- "... thereby assembling the ... machine language program for the target 
microprocessor." (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Section III, Paragraph 1, lines 2- 
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11), wherein a binary file (machine language program) is assembled 
for the target microprocessor. 

But Hadjiyiannis does not expressly disclose \.. directly transliterating the 
assembly language instructions to machine language.." Instead Hadjiyiannis teaches 
receiving specific details of the instruction set and constraining the assembly language 
via translation, thereby constraining the machine language as well, to the architecture of 
said instruction set. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, 
to constrain the machine language to conform to the architecture of said instruction set, 
instead of restraining the assembly language to conform to the architecture, and thereby 
restraining the machine language, as the two methods produce the same result. 

In regard to claim 6, Hadjiyiannis discloses a method as described in claim 5 
above, and furthermore discloses: 

- "... wherein the descriptor file further contains syntax information for 
each instruction of the instruction set.,." (E.g., see Section III, 
Paragraph 4), wherein the six sections of the ISDL are listed and later 
further described along with their syntax definitions. 

- "... and constraining step comprises constraining each assembly 
language instruction using said syntax information." (E.g., see Section 
I, Paragraph C, lines 1-6), wherein the machine description contains 
the syntax information and the code generator produces code based 
on that information. 



Application/Control Number: 09/714,804 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2192 

4. Claims 3, 4, 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hadjiyiannis and further in view of Vos, GB 2,127,188 A. 

In regard to claim 3, Hadjiyiannis discloses the system of claim 1 discussed 
above. Furthermore, Hadjiyiannis discloses: 

- ">A system for assembling a machine language program,,." (E.g., see 
Fig. 1 & Section III, Paragraph 1, lines 2-11), wherein a binary file (machine 
language program), is assembled for the target microprocessor 

But Hadjiyiannis does not disclose expressly "...and further comprising a data 
capture device having an input for accessing the instruction set of said target 
microprocessor and having an output, wherein said output comprises said descriptor 
file," However, Vos discloses: 

- "... and further comprising a data capture device having an input for 
accessing the instruction set of said target microprocessor,.." (E.g., 
see Fig. 1 , blocks 2, 4 and 6 & Page 2, lines 8-1 1 ), wherein the 
prompter (data capture device) has an input from the interface 
requirements, which provides details including the instruction set of a 
target microprocessor. 

- "... having an output, wherein said output comprises said descriptor 
file,"{E,g,, see Fig. 1, blocks 2, 4 and 6 & Page 2, lines 11-14), 
wherein the integration source file is the descriptor file. 

Hadjiyiannis and Vos are analogous art because they are both concerned with 
the same field of endeavor, namely, an architecture that is modifiable by input and 
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adapts source code to such input and correspondingly outputs machine language. 
Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to utilize Vos' data capture device in Hadjiyiannis's system of 
claim 1 as an alternate method to implement architectural specifications. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to have a simpler design for a particular 
system, where Vos' method may be more efficient than Hadjiyiannis's for a particular 
objective. 

1 . In regard to claim 4, Hadjiyiannis discloses the system of claim 1 as described 
above. But IHadjiyiannis dose not disclose expressly "... a linker wherein tine system 
lias a data transfer device outputting selected data fetched from said descriptor file to 
said linker, whereby said linker uses said output data to modify the translated output of 
said system" However, Vos discloses: 

- "... a linker wherein the system has a data transfer device outputting 
selected data fetched from said descriptor file to said linker. . . " (E.g. , 
see Fig. 1, block 6, 8, 10, and 18 & Page 2, lines 8-14), wherein the 
processor fetches the data from the Integration Source File, (descriptor 
file), and transfers the selected data to the linker command file and 
configuration object file, which are provided as input to the linker. 

- "... whereby said linker uses said output data to modify the translated 
output of said system " (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Page 2, lines 21-27), 
wherein the linker uses the linker command file, configuration object 
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file, and support library to modify the object code in accordance with 
the prototype processor system's memory. 

Hadjiyiannis and Vos are analogous art because they are both concerned with 
the same field of endeavor, namely, an architecture that is modifiable by input and 
adapts source code to such input and correspondingly outputs machine language. 
Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to utilize Vos' linker in Hadjiyiannis's system of claim 1 as an 
alternate method to implement architectural specifications. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to have a design that may be more efficient for a particular objective. 
See claim 3 for the remaining limitation. 

In regard to claim 7, claim 7 is a method version of the previously disclosed 
claims 1, 2 and 3. Hadjiyiannis discloses the system of claims 1 and 2 as described 
above, correspondingly meeting the limitations as applied to claim 7. But Hadjiyiannis 
does not disclose expressly the limitations of claim 3. However, Vos discloses the 
limitations of claim 3 as described above. Thus, the limitations in claim 7 are met as 
disclosed in the respective above claims. 

In regard to claim 8, claim 8 is a method version of claim 1 with further 
limitations. Hadjiyiannis discloses the system of claim 1 as described above. 
Furthermore, Hadjiyiannis discloses: 

- "... thereby preparing the program executable on the microprocessor" 
(E.g., see Fig. 1 & Section III, Paragraph 1, lines 2-11), wherein a 
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binary file (machine language program) is assembled for the target 
microprocessor. 

But Hadjiyiannis does not disclose expressly "...providing plural program 
modules, at least one of said modules having one or more instructions including 
external symbols, wherein external symbols have values which cannot be determined 
without reference to another program module...". Furthermore, Hadjiyiannis does not 
disclose expressly "...and further comprising binding external symbols to addresses 
using data selected from said descriptor file." However, Vos discloses: 

- "... providing plural program modules, at least one of said modules 
having one or more instructions including external symbols, wherein 
external symbols have values which cannot be determined without 
reference to another program module..." {E.g., see Fig. 1, blocks 10, 
12, 14, 16, 18 and 20 & Page 2, lines 15-19), wherein the Pascal 
Object File has one or more instructions including external symbols, 
which are determined by reference to the support library. 

- "... and further comprising binding external symbols to addresses using 
data selected from said descriptor file." (E.g., see Fig. 1 & Page 2, 
lines 2-15), wherein the generated Pascal code comprising symbols 
are binded to addresses of the processor system. 

Hadjiyiannis and Vos are analogous art because they are both concerned with 
the same field of endeavor, namely, an architecture that is modifiable by input and 
adapts source code to such input and correspondingly outputs machine language. 



Application/Control Number: 09/714,804 



Page 14 



Art Unit: 2192 

Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to utilize Vos' program modules and binding in Hadjiyiannis's 
system of claim 1 as an alternate method to implement architectural specifications. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to have a simpler design for a particular 
system, where Vos' method may be more efficient than Hadjiyiannis's for a particular 
objective. See claim 5 for the remaining limitations. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John J. Romano whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3872. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5:30, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571 ) 272-3695. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). /) 



Conclusion 




